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Executive Summary

This paleontological resource assessment was prepared for the Fanita Ranch Project @t®jadt)e

northwestern portion of the City of Santee, San Diego County, Califdiméapproximately 2,63&cre Project site

is located north of Mast Boulevard, east of Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, south of Sycamore Canyon Open
Space Preserve, and wesdtthe unincorporated community of Eucalyptus Hillgithin the Project site,
approximately731.6acreslocatedin the northern half of the property will be developed for residential,
commercialfetail, agricultural, and civic purposeke bulk of the reraining land in the southern half of the

property will be placed in permanent open spagéth the exception of a designated Special Uses Area that will
remain available for developmenin addition to developmenuithin the Project site, several roadwayslivbe
improved and extended to provide connectivity between the Fanita Ranch community and the surrounding area.

Thepaleontological resource assessméats been prepared to identify and summarize existing paleontological
resource data in the vicinity dfie Projectsite, classify and discuss the significance of these resources, evaluate
andsummarize any projeatelated construction activitieshat may impact paleontological resourcesd outline
mitigation measures to reduce any projeetated impactgo paleontological resources to less than significant
levels.The report includes the results of an institutiomatords search andlanited paleontological field survey.

TheProject-specificgeotechnical report indicates thalhe Project sitas underlain bya variety of geological
materials includingecently imported artificial fill, Holocenage alluvial depositdess than approximately 1200
years old), Pleistocerage terrace deposits (approximately 500,000 to70D, years old)ancientlandslide
deposits (less than approximately 2.5 million years dl),Eoceneage Stadium Conglomerate (approximatéty
to 42million years old), the Eocerage Friars Formation (approximately 47 to 46 million years old), and
Cretaceousageplutonicrocks (approximately 125 to 95 million years old). This general sequersteataand
crystalline bedrockvas confirmed during the paleontological field suryefthough the prominent Eocerage
conglomerate could not be definitely confirmed to represent Btadium Conglomeraieand may be more
appropriately referred to the stratigraphically higher Pomerado Conglomerate or stratigraphically lower
conglomerate tongue of the Friars Formatiorhe records search indicates that there apeknown fossil localiés
within a mile radius of the Project sitend anadditional 50 localities within a-&ile radius of the Project sitall
from geologic units mapped as eithtére "Stadium Conglomeratedr Friars Formation.

A paleontological potential rating was assigned to each geologic unit based on the surficial geology observed
during the paleontological field survey, the subsurface lithology documented iRrbjectspecificgeotechnical

report, and the results of prevus paleontological mitigation programs carried out in the vicinity of the Project

site. The Friars Formation and "Stadium Conglomerate" are assigned a high paleontological potential, Pleistocene
terrace deposits and ancient landslide deposits (derivethffime-grainedstrataof the Friars Formation) are

assigned a moderate paleontological potential, Holocene alluvial deposits are assigned a low paleontological
potential, and artificial fill and Cretaceop&itonicrocks are assigned no paleontological gruial.

Typicallyonly thoseproject componentsequiring earthworkhavethe potential to impact paleontological
resourcesand only impacts to geologic units with high or moderate paleontological poteatinhsare
considered to be significant amdquire mitigation. Based on these factorareas to be monitored will include, but
not be limited to: the majority of thé®rchard Villagand Vineyard Villagéootprints, and approximately the
southern half of the Fanita Commons footprittie eastern portion of the Special Uses Areffisite improvements
to Fanita Parkway in the vicinity GfanleyRoad and northwardandthe northern half and southernmost end of
the offsite extension of Cuyamaca Street

Includedas part ofthe paleontologial resource assessment are suggestatigation measureshat may be
implemented prior to the start of constructiomn.é., contracting a Qualified Project Paleontologist, attendance of
the QualifiedProject Paleontologist at preonstruction meetings, patmtological resource training provided for
earth excavation personnel), during constructiae.( paleontological monitorin@f excavations into deposits of
high or moderate paleontological potentjalalvage of discovered fossils), and pomtstruction(i.e., preparation
and curation of any salvaged fossils, completion of final paleontological mitigation report). Implementing the
suggested mitigation measuresll reduce anypotential project-related impacts to paleontological resources to
less than sigificant levels.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Project D escription

This technical report provides an assessmerthefpotential forpaleontological resources at the Fanita
Ranch Project (Project) site in therthwestern portion of the City of Santee, San Diego County,
California (Figure 1). Tlamproximately 2,63&cre Project site is locatetbrth of Mast Boulevardeast

of Marine Corps Air Station Miramaouth of Sycamore Canyon Open Space Preserve, and west of the
unincorporated community of Eucalyptus Hills.

Within the Project site, approximateR81.6acresin the northern half of the property will be developed
for residential, commercial/retail, agricultural, and civic purpgsdsle the bulk of the remaining land
in the southern half of the property will be placed in permanent open spébe development idivided
into three neighborhoodsthe central Fanit&@CommonsOrchard Villag¢o the south, andvineyard
Villageto the east(Figure 2)As currently proposedhe combined residential development will include
1,203single family units66 multi-family units,435mixed use residential units, ad@l5active
adult/assisted living units. Approximated acres in the southwest corner of the property have been
designated a Special Uses Ameajch was previouslgraded. Anothed ,650acres, primarily located in
the southern half of the property, will be dedieat as an open space ecological preserve and will not be
developed. Overall, the proposed earthwork is anticipated to generate a cut and fill volusbe aif
27,000,000 cubic yards, with cut depths of up to 160 feet and fill depths of up to 149 Fextemetrics
do not include the extensive amount of remedial grading required to address slope stability and
compaction issues.

In addition to development of the Project site, several roadways will be improved and extended to
provide connectivity between the Rida Ranch community and the surrounding area, as follows:

1 A segment of Fanita Parkway located north of Mast Boulevard and south of Ganley Street will be
widened along its east side and additional embankments will be placed along its west side. The
roadwaywill be also extended nortkiard from Ganley Street t®rchard VillageCut and fill
depths generated during grading are anticipated to be generally less than 10 feet.

1 Cuyamaca Street will be extended from Silver Country Estates to the southern boundary of
Vineyard Villagewith cut and fill slopemeasuringup to 85 and 150 feet, respectively.

1 Magnolia Avenue will be extended north and west to intersect Cuyamaca Street, with cut and fill
slopesmeasuringup to 45 and 50 feet, respectively.

1.2 SDNHM Scopeof Work

For the Project, the San Diego Natural History Museum (SDNHM) was contracted to complete a
paleontological resource assessment, including a paleontological ieseatch and literature review,
and apedestrian field survey of the Projesite. The resource assessment is intended to identify and
summarize existing paleontological resource data in the vicinity oPtbgctsite, classify and discuss
the significance of these resourcegtermine whether Project site improvements will impact
paleortological resourcesand outline suggested mitigation measures to reduce any potePriogct-
related impacts to paleontological resources to less than significant levels.

This report was prepared by Katie M. McConfiselly L. Donohuand Thomas A. Deméré of the
Department of PaleoServices, SDNHM.
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1.3 Definition of Paleontological Resources

As defined here, paleontological resources (i.e., fossils) are the buried remains and/or traces of

prehistoric organisms (i.e., animals, plantsgamnicrobes). Body fossils such as bones, teeth, shells,

leaves, and wood, as well as trace fossils such as tracks, trails, burrows, and footprints, are found in

geologic units composed te sediments that originally buriethem. The primary factor deterining
GKSOGKSNI Iy 2062800 Aa || FT2aairf Aa y2i K2 GKS 2NHI
rather the age of the organic remain or trace. Although it is typically assumed that fossils must be older

than approximatelyl1,700years (i.e, the generally accepted end of the last glacial period of the

Pleistocene Epoch), organic remains of early Holocene age can also be considered to represent fossils
because they are part of the record of past life.

Fossils are considered important scidiotand educational resources because they serve as direct and
indirect evidence of prehistoric life and are used to understand the history of life on Earth, the nature of
past environments and climates, the membership and structure of ancient ecosystetht)e patterns

and processes of organic evolution and extinction. In addition, fossils are considered to-be non
renewable resources because typically the organisms they represent no longer exist. Once destroyed, a
particular fossil can never be replaceshd finally, for the purposes of this report, paleontological
resources can be thought of as including not only the actual fossil remains and traces, but also the fossil
collecting localities and the geologic units containing those localities.

1.4 Reqgulatory Framework

As discussed above, paleontological resources are scientifically and educationally significant
nonrenewable resources, and as such are protected under federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and
ordinances. The Project is located witliire City ofSanteg San Diego County, California. Therefore,

state and local laws, ordinances, and regulations are applicable tBrtject

1.4.1 State
Notablestate legislative protection for paleontological resources includes the California Enviroaiment
Quiality Act and the Public Resources Code.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Public Resources Code Secti@h 24g)0frotects
paleontological resources on both state and private lands in California. This act requires the

identification of environmental impacts ofRroject the determination of significance of the impacts,

and the identification of alternative and/or itigation measures to reduce adverse environmental

impacts. The Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA (Title 14, Chapter 3, California Code of

Regulations: 15008t seq) outlines these necessary procedures for complying with CEQA.

Paleontological resarces are specifically included as a question in the CEQA Environmental Checklist
6{SOGA2Y mMpnHoX ! LIWSYRAE DOY d2Aff (GKS LINRPLRA&ASR LJ
LI £ S2y G2t 23A0Ff NBaz2dz2NOS 2 NJ aAd® pakdioldncal esaced S2 f 2 3
Aad GKS OKSOlfAaad ljdzSadAazyy a52Sa GKS LINRP2SO0G KI @S
major periods of California history or pkeA & (G 2 NB @ ¢

Other state requirements for paleontological resource management aredadlin the Public Resources

Code (Chapter 1.7), Section 5097.5 and 30244. These statutes prohibit the removal of any

paleontological site or feature on public lands without permission of the jurisdictional agency, defines

the removal of paleontological si¢ or features as a misdemeanor, and requires reasonable mitigation

of adverse impacts to paleontological resources from developments on public (state) lands.
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1.4.2 Local

The County of San Diego primarily addresses management of paleontological resources through CEQA.

LY IRRAGA2YS {SOGA2Y yT1dnon 2F GKS [/ 2dzyieQa DNI RA
mitigation of potential impacts to paleontologicasources during earthwork operations. Detailed

guidelines for determining significance and mitigatpocedures for paleontological resources are

LINE JARSR o0& GKS /2dzydieQa 5SLINIHYSYyl 2F tdzowtAO 22N

The City oBanteehasnot developedseparateproceduredor the implementation of CEQuithin the
City's boundaries, but follows tlguidance provided by CEQA and the County.
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2.0 Methods

2.1 Paleontological Records Search and Literature Review

A paleontological records search was conducted at the SDNHM in order to determine if any documented
fossil collecthn localities occur within the Fanita RanalojBct site or immediately surrounding area.

The records search involved examination of 8i@NHM paleontological databafee any records of

known fossil collection localities withinZamile radius of theProjectsite.

Additionally, a review was condud®f relevant published geologic maps (ekennedy and Tan, 2008;
Todd, 2004), published geological and paleontological reports Kegnedy and/loore, 1971; Tomiya,
2013; Walsh et al., 1996and other relevant literature (e.ggeologicfield trip gudebooks, theses and
dissertationsandunpublished paleontological mitigation reports). This approach was followed in
recognition of the direct relationship between paleontological resources and the geologic formations
within which they are entombed. Knamg the geologic history of a particular area and the fossil
productivity of geologic formations that occur in that area, it is poesibpredict where fossils witr

will not be encountered.

2.2 Paleontological Field Survey

Alimited paleontologicalitld survey was conducted drebruary 2land February 222018 by Rodney

M. Hubscher and Katie M. McConwghe Department of PaleoServices, SDNHM, in order to confirm
the mapped geology, to field check the results of the literature and records seassttes) determine

the paleontological potential of strata present in the vicinity of the Project $ite. field survey involved
inspection ofavailableexposuref sedimentaryrocksin order to collect stratigraphic data (e.qg.,

bedding type, thickness, giogic contacts), lithologic descriptions of strata (e.g., color, sorting of grains,
texture, sedimentary structures, and grain size of sedimentary rocks), and prospect for any fossil
remains present at the surfac&he field paleontologists were equipp®dth standard field equipment
(e.g., rock hammer, camera, hand lens, tape measure), and a Garmin Handheld GPS unit.

The survey primarily focused on areas of planned development within the Project site, which were
restricted to the northern half of the pramty (consisting of the planneakighborhoodwf Orchard

Village Fanita Commons, andineyard Village as well as areas of planned roadway widening. The
planned offsite widening area along Fanita Parkway between Mast Boulevard and Ganley Road was
succeshully surveyed, but the planned offsite extension areas for Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia
Avenue could not be accessed due to posted no trespassing signs.

2.3 Evaluation of Paleontological Potential

Proceduresfor evaluating the paleontological potenti@r sensitivity)of a given project site involve
assigning ranks to individual geologic rock ub#@sed on the relative abundance of vertebrate fossils or
scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossiiey contain(e.g.,Bureau of Land Managemg

2007, 2016Society of Vertebrate Paleontolo@$VP], 2010 The County of San Diego has developed
their own guidelines for assigning paleontological potential (Stephenson et al., 2009), which includes a
five-tiered scaleof High Potential, Moderate Rential, Low Potential, Marginal Potential, or No

Potential rating. An expanded description of eaphleontologicapotential rating as outlined by the
County (Stephenson et al., 2009providedbelow.
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2.3.1 High Potential

High potentialis assigned tgeologic unit&nown to contain paleontological localities with rare, well
preserved, critical fossil materials for stratigraphic or paleoenvironmental interpretation, and fossils
providing important information about the paleoclimatic, paleobiologicatj/ar evolutionary history
(phylogeny)f animal and plant groups.

2.3.2 Moderate Potential
Moderate potential is assigned weologicunits known to contain paleontological localities with fossil
material that is poorly preserved, common elsewhere, or stratigraphically unimportant.

2.3.3 Low Potential

Low potential is assigned to geologic snitat, based on their relatively young agad/or highenergy
depositional history, are judged unlikely to produce important fossil remains. Typically, low potential
units produce fossil remains in low abundance, or only produce common/widespread invertebrate
fossils whose taphonomy, phylogeny, awblogy is already well understood.

2.3.4 Marginal Potential

Marginal potential is assigned to geologic units that are composed either of volcaniclastic (derived from
volcanic sources) or metasedimentary rocks, but that nevertheless have a limited pitytfabi

producing fossils from certain formations at localized outcrops.

2.3.5 No Potential

Geologic ungwith no potential are either entirely igneous in origin and therefore do not contain fossil
remains, or are moderately to highly metamorphosed émas any contained fossil remains have been
destroyed. Artificial fill materials also have no potential, because the stratigraphic and geologic context
of any contained organic remains (i.e., fossils) has been lost.

2.4 Paleontological Impact Analysis

Direct impacts to paleontological resources occur when earthwork activitiesh agyrading or
trenching cut into thegeologicunitsin which fossils ar@reservedand physically destroy the fossil
remains. As suclonly earthwork activities that will disturb potentially fossé@aring sedimentary rocks
(i.e., those rated with a highr moderatepaleontological potential) have the potential to significantly
impact paleontological resources. Paleontological mitigatigically is recommendeals a mean$o
reduce any negative impacts to paleontological resources to less than significant levels, though
avoidance of paleontological resouraasly sometimes be a feasible alternative

The purpose of the impact analysigasdetermine which (if any) of thBrojectrelated earthwork
activiiesmay disturb potentially fossthearinggeologic unitsand where and at what depths this
earthwork will occur. The paleontological impact analysis involved analysis of availablé projec
documents, and comparison with geological and paleontological dateegad during the recorsland
literature searcles as well as the surficial conditions observed during the field survey.
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3.0 Regional Geological Setting

TheFanita RancRroject siteis located along theastern edge of theoastal plain of San Diego County,
within the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province of Calif@ifigare3). Along the coastal plain,

basement rocks of the Jurassio Cretaceousage Santiago Peak Volcanics and the Cretacagas

t SYAyadzZ I NJ wky3aSa . GK2fAGK INB y2yO02y F2NXIof &
strata of late Cretaceous, Eocene, Oligocene, Miocene, Pliocene, and/or Pleistocene ageaft&ivens
Kennedy, 1979; Hanna, 1926; Kennedy, 1975; Kennedy and M&atE, Kennedy and Peterson, 1975;
Peterson and Kennedy, 1974; Walsh and Deméré, 18@hnedy and Moore (1971) divided the Eocene
portion of this sequence into the early middle Eocene llla &roup and the late middle Eocene Poway
Group, which together include nine geologic rock units or formations.

These Eocene formations record a series of intertonguing marine and terrestrial paleoenvironments
deposited in, or adjacent to, a large depasital basin (the San Diego Embayment) that spanned a
relatively shortdistance from east to westndwas actively accumulating sediments over a period of
approximately 10 million years (50 to 40 million years ago).Prbgct siteis located in the easter

portion of thisEoceneadepositional system, within the large, conglomeratic Poway alluvial fan and braid
delta. The alluvial fan was fed by the westward flowing Eocene Ballena River (Peterson and Kennedy,
1974), which drained the ancient Peninsular Rangéne apex of this alluvial fan was located along the
western flanks of the ancestral Peninsular Rangest (o the northeast ofthe Project site, near the
presentday San Vicente ReserJpiat the point where the Ballena River exited the Eocene monntai
range and flowed out onto the Poway alluvial fan and braid delta. At this confluenceastftowing

waters of the mountain river slowed to a steaflywing braided river, leading to deposition of large
cobble to boulder sized clasts, while still trangting finergrained materials to be deposited

downstream in fluviadnd subaeriatieltaicsettings as well as estuaring@earshore maringcontinental
shelf, and submarine canyon pako/ironments.

Following deposition of the Eocene strata, the regiomaunding theProjectsite experienced a period

of erosion and/or nordeposition that lasted until the Pleistocene, approximately 40 million years later.
During the Pleistocene, dramatic changes in global sea level, combined with regional uplift, tneated
flat mesas and deep valleys characteristic of the San Diego region today. During periods of high sea
level, marine transgressions (coastal flooding) led to weresion of planar marine abrasion platforms
(ancient seafloors) into the soft Eocene rocks subsequent deposition of shallow marine and
nonmarine sediments by prograding deltas from the east. During periods of low sea level, marine
regressions resulted in the carving out of deep river valleys by the prehistoric rivers and streams of San
Diego County. Subsequent marine transgressions caused flooding of the ancient river valleys and the
formation of estuaries and small bays, which were eventually filled in by alluvium transported from the
east by local rivers and streams. The repetition oflegal rise and fall, combined with localized uplift,

led to the formation of the localized patches of old alluvial flood plain deposits now exposed along the
Projectsite.

A final marine transgression at the beginning of the Holocene followed by stabifizztsea level
during the late Holocene led to the formation of the modern alluvial flood plains observed getfisl
portions of the river valleys in the vicinity of tReojectsite.
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